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Thank you very m uch for letting m e see these ass. In the absence of 
the flgurt3~, I did not tryd to read them  with any deepl;;r critical intent, 
but I tM.nk I did follow the argum ent tithout any trouble. I think, myself, 
that you are perhaps a bit hard on ?Jowcom be, re paenotypie lag, though of 
course you are quite right -&hat the empirical distribution has not been coAm- 
pletsly explained. 

Luca and I have run into another f'actor in the indirect selection exprF;lenta 
that m ay bt3 of interest to you. (One factor, when we had changed m edia for inci 
dental reasons, was an adaptiue m utation in the s&tfve com ponent that led to- 
a cycle of periodic selection and snuverted our efforts to enrich for the m utants 
further in that seriest) This in variability 5.n lag and early increase from  
single cells,(especiallJ in m ixed cultures?), To try to explain fl$ctuatio:~s in 
enrichm ent ratios, Luca set up inocula containing about .3 resistant and I.07 s.e,l=- 
sitive, and assayed at saturation. Ihera was a remarkable dispersion in the nuxber 
of resJ;*&ants (new m utations were negligible). I don*t know &ether this will 
be unicrrre for the present case, j&#&f 
aSout 25-90& of tha wild takes 

where t& m utant FEES w ,cOvth rats only 
I thi& it wuld 3e instruct'.ve to do more expsri- 

m ents sL3q2ly on the early growth of very small inocula. Kendall txas, of course, 
brought brp the subject, but oaQ hy~ot~etical.iy. 1 suspec)i; that ,tbe dispersion 
of lags m ight be skewed in such a way as to contrlbute nateriaJl;v to the I,uria.il 
variance, 

Y m rsp hs ever, 


